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ABSTRACT

Studies have indicated that attitudes toward marijuana use and policy have become less
punitive throughout recent years, and the support for marijuana legalization has increased
significantly (Green, Doherty, & Ensminger, 2017; Resko et al., 2019). As attitudinal research
has been found to affect policy, the current study focused on perceptions toward marijuana use
and policy among university faculty and staff to determine whether demographic, experiential,
and behavioral variables were significant in their association with marijuana attitudes (Lane,
1997). Findings indicate that age, attendance of religious services, frequency of alcohol
consumption, and prior drug use had statistically significant relationships with the two attitudinal
scales: alternative marijuana attitudes toward policy and attitudes concerning the dangerousness
of marijuana. Further research is recommended to expand on studies focusing on attitudes of
faculty and staff, as well as to account for possible differences in attitudes due to varying
legalization laws among states.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

While drug abuse has long been recognized as a public health concern, efforts to curb
addiction and associated drug-related maladaptive behaviors has generated a number of punitive
enforcement and sentencing policies largely supported by the general population. These policies
have resulted in just under half a million individuals being incarcerated for non-violent drug
offenses (Bobo & Thompson, 2010; D. Johnson, 2008). Not only has this criminalized response
assisted in a burgeoning prison population, but this “war on drugs” has led to an increase in those
under the control of the criminal justice system (e.g. probation and parole) (Sawyer & Wagner,
2020; Tonry, 2011). In recent years, policymakers have begun to acknowledge the inherent
problems with criminalizing large segments of the population for non-violent drug offenses.
While many of these policy changes are largely a result of budget shortfalls and state
governments’ inability to fund correctional institutions, this change in ideology has led to a
decrease in the prison population (Kaeble & Cowhig, 2018).
Similarly, research has indicated that the general population had traditionally favored
punitive policies toward crime, including drug violations. Recent studies, however, have
indicated a change in ideology toward drug-related issues. Attitudes toward drug use, especially
marijuana, have shifted to a less punitive approach over the last two decades. From the late
1970s throughout the mid-1990s, public support for marijuana legalization never exceeded 25%;
however, as noted by Green and colleagues (2017), over half of the population supported
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marijuana legalization by 2014. Additional studies have also noted the increasing support for
marijuana reform as approximately 60% of Americans are currently in favor of legalizing
marijuana (Gallup, 2015; Subbaraman & Kerr, 2016).
Corresponding with the growing support of legalizing marijuana, many states have
introduced some form of legalization laws since 1996. As of March 2021, 36 states have enacted
legislation which allows the use of marijuana for medical purposes, while 14 states and the
District of Columbia allow for the legal use of recreational marijuana over the age of 21 (DISA,
2020; Resko et al., 2019). Considering that a number of other states have decriminalized
marijuana and CBD legislation has been passed at the federal level, a clear shift has occurred in
our approach to marijuana. Medical marijuana laws (MMLs) have been supported and received
favorably as they are perceived to allow cannabis to be used safely with specified restrictions
(Wen, Hockenberry, & Druss, 2019). One Gallup (2015) survey found that among the 58% of
U.S. adults that supported the legalization of marijuana, the highest levels of support were
displayed among 18-34 year-olds, indicating younger populations tend to favor the legalization
of the substance more than their older counterparts.
Research indicates that changes in attitudes may have played a role in anti-prohibition
measures toward marijuana in the United States (Garland, Bumphus, & Knox, 2012; Green et al.,
2017; Subbaraman & Kerr, 2016). Studies, however, regarding public attitudes toward drug
policy and marijuana legalization, especially among differing populations, have produced
varying results (Subbaraman & Kerr, 2016). While more recent literature has extended beyond
the general population to examine attitudes on drug use and policies among differing groups,
such as health care providers, law enforcement officials, and students, little research has focused
on the university setting beyond student attitudes, especially in regard to university faculty and
2

staff perceptions. Using demographic, behavioral, and experiential factors, this exploratory study
examines the attitudes of university faculty and staff toward general and specific drug policies.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW

While the drug crisis remains a serious concern for the nation, the view of drugs as a
major societal problem has significantly been reduced (BJS, 2011; Calulkins, Reutur, Iguchi, &
Chiesa, 2005). Data indicates that while the drug problem remains a concern especially within
individuals’ own neighborhoods, it has shifted to a public health rather than a criminal justice
issue from a social perspective. Traditional criminal justice responses to preventing drug use and
drug-related crimes have led to an increasing number of individuals being under the control of
the criminal justice system. Although the past two decades have seen a decrease in punitive
approaches, non-violent drug offenders make up a large proportion of individuals housed in
correctional facilities. Of the 2.2 million prisoners residing in federal, state, and local
correctional facilities in 2018, approximately 443,000 of those inmates were incarcerated for a
drug offense (Maruschak & Minton, 2020).
The extant literature indicates that traditional criminal justice responses have been
inadequate, and as a result, society has become more accepting of rehabilitative efforts than
punitive sanctions (Lock, Timberlake, & Rasinski, 2002). Data from the Pew Research Center
(2001) indicate that 74% of study respondents agreed that the “war on drugs” had been a failure.
Research has noted the apparent shift in public opinion with most respondents heavily favoring
treatment and prevention strategies over crime control strategies (BJS, 2003; Garland et al.,
2012; Hoffmann, Chang, & Lewis, 2000; Lock et al., 2002). For instance, Lee and Rasinski
4

(2006) found that the majority of Americans were supportive of drug treatment as a sentence for
first-time possession offenses. These changing attitudes toward the “war on drugs” have resulted
in a number of federal and state initiatives. At the federal level, Congress passed the Fair
Sentencing Act of 2010 eliminating the disparities in sentencing policies between crack and
powder cocaine. Additionally, legislation was enacted to reduce excessive sentences at the
federal level. States such has California and New York have also recently reevaluated
excessively punitive drug laws. In 2009, New York reevaluated their notorious Rockefeller Laws
that had resulted in mandatory minimum sentences for low level drug offenses. In 2014,
California passed Proposition 47, which reclassified low level drug crimes from a felony to a
misdemeanor; cost savings on incarceration would be used to implement prevention policies
within communities rather than the traditional punitive response (Sentencing Project, 2018).
Recently, Oregon passed legislation to decriminalize small amounts of “hard” drugs, such as
heroin and LSD in favor of treatment options. It is, however, state policies in the shift towards
marijuana that have had the greatest impact on responses to drug legislation and reform.

Marijuana Reform and Legalization
While the Obama administration maintained that the federal government would not arrest
users and suppliers of marijuana complying with state laws, practices by the Trump
administration have not been as clear. For instance, former Attorney General, Jeff Sessions,
attempted to dismantle federal medical marijuana protections previously established (e.g.
Rohrabacher-Farr amendment). While the attempt became moot once Sessions was removed
from office, the fact remains that there has been no reclassification of marijuana at the federal
level. The federal courts’ decision in Alliance for Cannabis Therapeutics v. DEA upheld the
5

federal criteria for scheduling of marijuana setting the tone for future federal decisions ("Alliance
for Cannabis Therapeutics v. DEA," 1994). Coupled with the Supreme Court’s decision in
Gonzales v. Raich, which bans the use of marijuana regardless of state law, the federal
government continues to support marijuana prohibition and the classification of marijuana as a
Schedule I drug under the Controlled Substances Act of 1970 ("Gonzales v. Raich," 2005; C.
Johnson, 2016). Consistent with the extant research indicating that marijuana does not meet the
criteria for such an extreme categorization, state laws employ a more realistic picture of
marijuana, and as a result, marijuana is classified as a Schedule VI drug under many state laws
(Bostrom, 2005; Griffin, 2014; Noah, 2003).
The number of states that have legalized marijuana for either recreational or medicinal
use has increased dramatically over the past several years (Resko et al., 2019). Although
marijuana use and possession remain illegal under federal law, many states have either
decriminalized or legalized the drug (Cambron, Guttmannova, & Fleming, 2017; Wen et al.,
2019). As individual states’ legalization of marijuana has been a recent phenomenon, much
heterogeneity exists among states’ laws regarding appropriate usage (Sevigny, 2017). As noted,
36 states have enacted MMLs and 14 states have legalized marijuana use for recreational
purposes. In addition, a number of states, cities, and US territories have also passed legalization
or decriminalization measures not consistent with federal regulations. In 2020, Virginia
decriminalized the possession of marijuana, while a number of other bills have been or are being
introduced by their respective state legislators (e.g. KY) (Lampe, 2020). Calls for reform and
challenges to the federal classification of marijuana continue to emerge with changing attitudes
toward the drug (Noble, 2016). The multitude of reforms is a clear indication of public support
for marijuana reform (Resko et al., 2019; Wen et al., 2019).
6

A Shift in Attitudes
Much of the nation’s shift in drug policy attitudes has largely been a result of the
increasing acceptance of marijuana. Until recently, most individuals did not support marijuana
legalization, but instead favored punitive policies toward drug use, including marijuana (Blendon
& Young, 1998; Lock et al., 2002; Subbaraman & Kerr, 2016). During the mid-1990s, attitudes
toward drug-related crimes reflected that over 80% of respondents preferred more severe
penalties for illicit substance use (Blendon & Young, 1998). Prior to 1970, only 12% of the US
population supported the legalization of marijuana, whereas, by 2015, support for legalization
laws increased to 58% (Subbaraman & Kerr, 2016). This support includes varying forms of
legalization, as legality exists through “decriminalization, legalization of medical cannabis, and
legalization of nonmedical cannabis” (Cambron et al., 2017, p. 76). The variance in laws suggest
that legalization is changing due to evolving perceptions toward marijuana use; however, support
is often contingent upon the definition of legality.
While legalization efforts are increasing at the state and local levels, it is apparent that the
country is divided on the approach. While acceptance has increased, there remains a number of
concerns with full legalization of the drug. Alternative policies to prohibition have been limited
to adults; however, the fear remains that such efforts may encourage or allow access to youths to
engage in marijuana use. According to Rashi (2013), many argue that legalization allows youth
easier access to marijuana, enabling earlier and increased experimentation with the drug
(Sevigny, 2017). This early experimentation with marijuana is often perceived as the first stage
in the illicit drug use process (e.g. the gateway myth). Green and colleagues’ (2017) longitudinal
study on urban youth found that heavy marijuana use during adolescence correlated with an
increased “likelihood of being unmarried, living below the poverty line, and having a lower
7

income” during their forties (p. 573). While little research is currently available for the long-term
impact of recreational legalization, largely due to the inability to study the drug and its effects
due to the Schedule I classification, these fears indicate why several states have yet to introduce
any form of cannabis legalization (Cambron et al., 2017; Green et al., 2017; Rashi, 2013). For
many states in which the majority still oppose recreational use, a less drastic approach to
legalization exists with medical marijuana laws (MMLs) and decriminalization legislation.
MMLs are those which allow for the legal use of marijuana for individuals with certain
health conditions (Solomon & Solomon, 2019; Wen et al., 2019). While marijuana cannot be
prescribed due to its categorization as a Schedule I drug, certified doctors can recommend
medicinal marijuana to patients in states with MMLs (Boehnke, Gangopadhyay, Clauw, &
Haffajee, 2019; Solomon & Solomon, 2019). In order to use marijuana in these states, patients
must be given certification by a doctor that they have qualifying conditions in order to obtain a
license (Boehnke et al., 2019). Although MMLs remain illegal under federal law, research
suggests that cannabis is safe for use, and offers “therapeutic value” (Heinrich & Mathre, 2001,
p. 62). Boehnke and colleagues (2019) discovered that 85.5% of patients who qualified for
medical marijuana cards dealt with health conditions that were supported by substantial evidence
of therapeutic benefit. Evidence has demonstrated that cannabis can create moderate beneficial
effects for individuals who suffer from various physical conditions, including chronic pain,
neuropathic pain, chemotherapy-induced nausea, multiple sclerosis, and epilepsy (Solomon &
Solomon, 2019). Currently, the most commonly cited medical reasons for using marijuana are
anxiety, insomnia, chronic pain, and depression (Azcarate et al., 2020). Although research has
given evidence to therapeutic benefit from medical marijuana use, MMLs may also be
accompanied by unintended effects. Thus, the medical community has not supported widespread
8

use of medical marijuana especially among youths. Recommendations for use amongst children
and teens have been limited to extreme medical use for conditions such as epilepsy, severe pain,
and chemotherapy-induced nausea and vomiting (Nierengarten, 2019).
While the introduction of MMLs serves as a resource and protection for prescribed
individuals to use medicinally, Wen and colleagues (2019) found that the implementation of
MMLs decreased the perceived harmfulness of marijuana use among young adults. As noted, the
perceived risks of marijuana use decreased for youth due to the increased legalization among
states through both recreational and medicinal use (Sevigny, 2017). Similar to recreational
legalization, MMLs may have unintentionally assisted in expanding views of marijuana use as
“safe” and “socially acceptable” among adolescents and young adults. Recent research, however,
has indicated that MMLs have not resulted in significant increases in marijuana usage among
these groups (Blevins et al., 2018; Wen, Hockenberry, & Cummings, 2015; Wen et al., 2019).
Although young adults’ acceptance of marijuana use significantly increased as a result of the
introduction of MMLs, research has determined that this relationship is not causal (Schmidt,
Jacobs, & Spetz, 2016). Instead, research points to a national trend across young people in
viewing marijuana in a more permissive manner, which could be due to the national efforts of
liberalizing marijuana laws since 2009 (Schmidt et al., 2016). This further demonstrates that
younger populations may be more open-minded to allowing their personal attitudes toward
marijuana use to adapt in correspondence with the changing laws. In contrast, Wen and
colleagues (2019) found that the implementation of MMLs did not affect parental acceptance
toward marijuana. Instead, they remained “strongly opposed” to their children’s use of marijuana
(Wen et al., 2019, p. 220). While marijuana acceptance among both adults and youth have
increased, the findings display that there is a clear “generational gap” among use by youths.
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Although marijuana remains illegal under federal law, state policies have become
increasingly more liberal over the past several years. As of 2020, a majority of U.S. states have
introduced some alternative to marijuana prohibition, either through decriminalization, MMLs,
or legalization for recreational use (Cambron et al., 2017; Resko et al., 2019). Research has
displayed that perceived norms for marijuana use are associated with personal beliefs, as well,
which may demonstrate why younger generations who have grown up with liberalizing
marijuana laws have shown greater acceptance of marijuana legalization than older generations
(Cambron et al., 2017). However, findings have also shown that since 2013, a majority of
Americans across all age groups have supported marijuana legalization for recreational purposes,
while over 90% have supported legalization for medicinal purposes (Resko et al., 2019). Thus,
while younger populations may still display more support than older generations, the increasing
support that has occurred over recent years does not appear to be solely among adolescents and
young adults.

Attitudes toward Marijuana Use and Policy
When examining attitudes toward marijuana use and legalization based on demographic
information, younger groups, as noted, appear more in favor of legalization for all purposes,
while research indicates that older populations demonstrate increasing support for medicinal use
(Subbaraman & Kerr, 2016). However, research has also indicated that older populations view
marijuana use as a greater threat to safety than do younger populations, which could give insight
into why a majority of older individuals seem to favor the controlled use of medicinal marijuana,
rather than recreational legalization (Novak, Reardon, & Buka, 2002) especially in regards to
youth. Religiosity and political ideology have also been found to be correlated with individuals’
10

support for marijuana use and legalization. Research has noted that religiosity appears to act as a
protective factor from participating in marijuana use (Abbott, Lamphere, & McGrath, 2019).
Specifically, the importance of individuals’ religion to them, as well as how often they attended
religious services were related to their attitudes toward marijuana use (Abbott et al., 2019;
Garland et al., 2012). Individuals who attended religious services frequently and felt that their
religion was important to them were less likely to use marijuana and associate with peers who
used marijuana (Abbott et al., 2019). As people who are highly religious also tend to hold more
conservative ideologies than their nonreligious counterparts, it is not surprising that individuals
who identify as more conservative were less favorable of marijuana use and recreational
legalization (Resko et al., 2019). Instead, those who identify as having a liberal political ideology
often show greater support for marijuana legalization (Resko et al., 2019).
Research has also shown that gender is significant when examining marijuana usage and
risk perceptions. As the research indicates, marijuana use is higher among males than females,
and males also view marijuana consumption as less of a risk than females (Denham, 2019;
Novak et al., 2002). While these attitudinal differences toward marijuana usage have been found
to exist, no significant differences existed between genders when focusing on attitudes toward
general drug policies (Garland et al., 2012). In addition to gender, racial factors have also
correlated with support for marijuana legalization. Johnson (2008) found that whites typically
held more punitive views than blacks for criminal justice policy, including drug crimes, and
whites were less likely to support funding for drug programs and rehabilitation efforts for drug
offenses (Garland & Bumphus, 2012; Timberlake, Lock, & Rasinski, 2003). Further research has
identified that non-white adolescents and adults were more supportive of legalizing recreational
marijuana than whites (Lambert, Ventura, Baker, & Jenkins, 2006). However, more recent
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literature has suggested that whites’ support for marijuana legalization has also increased,
causing whites and blacks to be more supportive of liberalized marijuana legislation than other
minority groups (Denham, 2019). Denham (2019) noted that the support between groups could
be for differing reasons, though, as whites may be more supportive based on growing awareness
of the medicinal effects, while blacks may recognize disproportionate arrest rates and treatment
for drug crimes. Though the increased support for these groups could be caused by different
reasoning, they were still more supportive than any other racial or ethnic groups.
Public perception that using marijuana is a “high-risk” activity has been associated with
lower usage, while viewing marijuana use as a “low risk” activity has been associated with more
positive perceptions and increased usage (Bachman, Johnston, O'Malley, & Humphrey, 1988).
From 1979 to 1986, the perception that using marijuana was risky was a strong factor when
observing the national decreases in its use during that time (Bachman et al., 1988). When
perceived risk decreased, the use of the drug increased again among middle and high school
students (Bachman et al., 1988). Brooks-Russell and colleagues (2019) found that the perceived
harmfulness of marijuana use was statistically significant in changes of marijuana-related
perceptions from 2013 – 2015. Perhaps these changing attitudes towards marijuana may be
relative to the changing media exposure to marijuana legalization; research indicates that during
the 1990’s a decline in negative drug coverage occurred, followed by an increase in the positive
media coverage toward marijuana (Stringer & Maggard, 2016). Thus, the perception of risk
associated with the drug diminished. Further, Palali and van Ours (2017) depicted how
increasing support for marijuana use and legalization is related to exposure to the drug and
recognition of its growing legalization. When examining correlates of perceiving limited or no
harm from marijuana use, Shauer and colleagues (2020) found significant associations with
12

being younger in age, being male, and having used either tobacco or marijuana in the past 30
days. Their findings indicate that adults aged 18-29 perceived the least risk of using marijuana
(Schauer et al., 2020). Furthermore, involvement with marijuana has been found to be related to
diminished perceptions of risk from its use (Garland & Bumphus, 2012; Garland et al., 2012;
Linn, Yager, & Leake, 1989; Novak et al., 2002; Trevino & Richard, 2002). This increased
exposure to the substance may be associated with increased acceptance.
A number of studies have determined prior drug use to be a significant predictor of more
tolerant views regarding drug policies, particularly regarding the legalization of marijuana
(Garland & Bumphus, 2012; Garland et al., 2012; Linn et al., 1989; Trevino & Richard, 2002).
For example, drug users have displayed diminished perceptions of the risk of using marijuana
compared to individuals who had never used drugs (Novak et al., 2002). Furthermore, those who
had used marijuana previously showed significantly more support for legalization (Garland et al.,
2012; Pearson, Liese, & Dvorak, 2017). Pearson and colleagues (2017) found that individuals
who had used marijuana at least once during their lives reported “significantly more positive
beliefs” about marijuana and marijuana users than individuals who had never used marijuana
before (p. 91). Research has suggested that drug use and increased exposure to drugs, including
marijuana, may have a normalizing effect on individuals’ perceptions of substances’
harmfulness, which could further cause them to support more liberal legislation (Novak et al.,
2002).
Research has found that peer attitudes toward marijuana use are a strong predictor of
individual perceptions of its use, as well (Hohman, Crano, Siegel, & Alvaro, 2014; Mason,
Mennis, Linker, Bares, & Zaharakis, 2014; Pinchevsky et al., 2012). Mason and colleagues
(2014) found marijuana to be the substance most influenced by friends’ attitudes, and marijuana
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use was more influenced by friends’ attitudes among females and whites. Peer attitudes toward
marijuana use was significantly associated with the individual’s use across all groups when the
researchers controlled for individual risk perceptions (Mason et al., 2014). Hohman and
colleagues (2014) explained that friends’ norms, as well as their acceptance of marijuana use,
significantly predicted a person’s attitudes toward marijuana and his/her intentions to use. One
study found that university students who first initiated marijuana use during college had a large
proportion of peers who also used the substance (Pinchevsky et al., 2012). The researchers
further found that when exposed to marijuana, the decision to use was based largely from peer
influences (Pinchevsky et al., 2012). In addition to peer approval of marijuana use, even attitudes
of indifference from close friends were associated with increased marijuana use, while
disapproval of use was correlated with a reduction in personal use (Mason et al., 2014). Findings
suggest that personal and peer attitudes toward marijuana have been directly related to its use
(Hohman et al., 2014).
Individuals from “liberal” states are likely to have more positive perceptions of marijuana
use. In their study following the legalization of marijuana in Washington, Subbaraman and Kerr
(2016) found that 26.8% of people who initially voted against marijuana legalization later
claimed that “marijuana should be legal” (p. 377). These findings indicate that a significant
proportion of initial opposers’ views of marijuana use became more positive after the drug’s
legalization. Another study conducted by Brooks-Russell and colleagues (2019) depicted how
adolescents’ perception of harm from marijuana use decreased significantly following the
legalization of recreational marijuana sales in Colorado. As research has shown that increased
exposure to marijuana often diminishes individuals’ perceptions of harm, people living in more
liberal states likely show decreased perceptions of harm and more positive attitudes toward
14

marijuana legalization (Novak et al., 2002). Thus, the data would indicate that exposure, both
direct and indirect, affects individuals’ perceptions toward marijuana use.

Specific Groups: Attitudes of Criminal Justice, Medical, and Education Communities
Criminal Justice Professionals
While attitudinal literature on drug policy has been limited, the body of available
literature decreases dramatically when examining perceptions of specific groups. Much of the
attitudinal research on drug policy surrounds the criminal justice, medical, and educational
communities. Early studies on law enforcement communities have traditionally noted that those
working within criminal justice favor more punitive sanctions. Fernez (1975) determined that
criminal justice personnel (e.g. district attorneys, probation officers, and police officers) were not
supportive of relaxing drug laws. More recent studies have shown mixed results. While police
officers were more likely to support more punitive policies for drug consumers and producers
(Petrocelli, Oberweis, Smith, & Petrocelli, 2014), other studies (see Moore & Palmiotto, 1997)
indicate that they also favored educational and treatment policies over an increase in law
enforcement. A plausible reason for the contradictory results may be a result of misinformation.
Studies have noted that police officers are often misinformed in regards to changing drug policy,
which often influences their attitudes (Beletsky, Macalino, & Burris, 2005). Thus, education may
play a major factor in criminal justice professionals’ attitudes toward drug policies. Studies on
criminal justice professionals found support for policies advocating heroin control through the
use of increased medical and mental health professionals (Beyer, Crofts, & Reid, 2002; Davis et
al., 2014).
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Medical Professionals
Medical professionals are considered to have more sympathetic attitudes toward drug use
and abuse (Gotay, 2014). Ninety percent of medical students believed that drug policy should
either reflect an equal balance of criminal justice and public health strategies or reflect an
approach with more public health strategies than criminal justice strategies (Agrawal, Everett, &
Sharma, 2010). Many of the studies regarding medical professional attitudes have centered
around drug testing or specific drugs and drug policy. Other studies have specifically addressed
attitudes toward the legalization or medicalization of marijuana. Linn and colleagues (1989)
noted in their study of physicians’ attitudes that there appeared to be no relationship between
attitudes toward marijuana legalization and sociodemographic factors. They did, however, note
that physicians who favored legalization tended to be five years younger than those who favored
treating marijuana use as a crime (Linn et al., 1989). Recent research on the use of medical
marijuana has found that physicians are not convinced of the health benefits of marijuana, as
physicians are less supportive of the medicalization of marijuana than the general population
(Charuvastra, Friedmann, & Stein, 2005; Kondrad & Reid, 2013). Physicians have also noted the
need for increased education in regard to marijuana as a viable medical alternative (Kondrad &
Reid, 2013; Ziemianski et al., 2015). Additionally, Agrawal and colleagues (2010), found that
medical students were supportive of public health approaches to drug policy rather than more
punitive methods employed by criminal justice professionals.

Student Attitudes
As younger adults tend to be more supportive of non-criminal justice related policies
toward drugs (Lock et al., 2002), and those with a college education are less likely to hold
16

punitive ideologies (PEW, 2001), college students have been shown to have less punitive
attitudes than the general population toward drug policy (Garland et al., 2012; Lane, 1997). Since
exposure to marijuana has been found to be a predictor of support for marijuana legalization,
young adults in college may become more accepting of its use due to increased exposure and
popularity of the drug on campus (Palali & van Ours, 2017; Resko et al., 2019). Research has
found that approximately 30% of college females and 35% of college males have stated that they
had used marijuana before (Chabrol, Bronchain, Raynal, & Gibbs, 2019). Pinchevsky and
colleagues (2012) further discovered that initiation of marijuana use most often occurred in the
first two years of college. Pearson and colleagues (2017) indicated that the majority of both
marijuana users and non-users in college were supportive of medicinal marijuana, which may
result from college-students’ increased exposure. As alcohol and marijuana are the most
commonly used substances on college campuses, many students are exposed to marijuana on a
regular basis (Abbott et al., 2019). Pharmacy students specifically have been found to favor
medical use, yet the majority still did not support legalization for recreational use (Moeller &
Woods, 2015). In comparison, medical students in Colorado viewed the legalization of marijuana
favorably for both medicinal and recreational purposes, possibly due to the more liberalized laws
for cannabis use in the state (Chan, Knoepke, Cole, McKinnon, & Matlock, 2017). Recent
literature has similarly found that approximately 50% of college students in Wisconsin and
Washington supported the legalization of recreational marijuana, while 58% of all ages of
respondents supported medicinal marijuana (Subbaraman & Kerr, 2016).
While students have shown more favorable attitudes toward drug use and drug policy
than older populations, these attitudes differ based on socio-demographic and behavioral
variables. When examining attitudes about marijuana on a college campus, Garland and
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colleagues (2012) found that gender was significantly correlated with attitudes toward marijuana
use. Specifically, results of the study showed that males were more “tolerant of marijuana use”
than females, yet there was no correlation between gender and general drug policy (Garland et
al., 2012, p. 10). While some studies have found females to be more punitive (Garland et al.,
2012; PEW, 2001), other studies have found college-age women to be more supportive of
therapeutic programs (Hoffmann et al., 2000; Mackey & Courtright, 2000). The extant literature
has also suggested that whites are typically more punitive towards criminal justice policies than
blacks and other minority populations (Bobo & Johnson, 2004; Bobo & Thompson, 2010;
Garland & Bumphus, 2012; D. Johnson, 2008; Lambert et al., 2006). While Lambert and
colleague’s (2006) study of college students argued that “race does matter” (p. 105), other
studies have shown that perceived racial bias, not simply race, was more of a predictor of
punitive drug policy attitudes (see Garland & Bumphus, 2012).
In addition to gender and race, students who were considered to be more religious were
also more likely to hold punitive attitudes toward drug policy (Garland et al., 2012), yet, religion
has also produced contradictory results in support for drug policy of the general population
(Timberlake et al., 2003; Unnever, Cullen, & Jones, 2008). Recent research has determined that
students who labeled themselves as religious were less likely to use marijuana and associate with
peers who used marijuana (Edelstein et al., 2020). Garland and Bumphus (2012) found that when
examining student attitudes toward drug policy, frequency of service attendance rather than
religiosity alone was significant. Political ideology has also been shown to have a relationship
with attitudes toward drug policy; however, few studies have addressed political ideology and
influence on drug policy attitudes within a university setting (Cintrón & Johnson, 1996). The
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extant literature has found those identifying as conservative and/or Republican are more likely to
support punitive drug policies (Cintrón & Johnson, 1996; Lock et al., 2002; PEW, 2001).
Perhaps the most interesting variables found in the examination of drug policy attitudes
revolves around college major, college classification, and exposure to criminal justice
curriculum. Lane’s (1997) analysis of students’ attitudes regarding punishment in the criminal
justice system found that increased education may play a significant role in decreasing punitive
attitudes toward non-violent crimes. Farnworth and colleagues (1998) also examined college
student attitudes toward criminal justice policies, and consistent with Lane’s (1997) findings,
education was determined to have a liberalizing effect on attitudes toward criminal justice
policy; college seniors were less likely to have punitive views toward criminal justice policies
than freshman. Mackey and Courtright’s (2000) study of college students also found a
liberalizing effect on college students as criminal justice upperclassmen showed less punitive
views than underclassmen, along with other majors. Furthermore, Denham (2019) found that
individuals who obtained a college degree supported legalization at significantly higher levels
than those who not yet graduated from high school. Nevertheless, CJ majors still showed more
punitive views when compared to other majors (Mackey & Courtright, 2000). Examining the
liberalization effect on attitudes toward drug policies, Garland et al. (2012) found partial support
for the liberalizing effect in attitudes toward drug policy; criminal justice/legal studies majors
were less likely to hold punitive views toward marijuana policies and marijuana use. However,
no significant difference was found between college major and attitudes toward drug policies and
drug testing (Garland et al., 2012). Based on the extant literature, it would appear that the
liberalizing effect of a college education is worth investigating.
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Faculty Attitudes
Limited studies have examined drug policy attitudes among those working within a postsecondary educational setting. The majority of these post-secondary studies have focused on
student attitudes toward drug policy (Agrawal et al., 2010; Farnworth et al., 1998; Garland &
Bumphus, 2012; Garland et al., 2012; Hoffmann et al., 2000; Lane, 1997). When examining
professor and university faculty attitudes towards the use of drugs, the limited research was
outdated. Furthermore, perceptions among faculty toward marijuana use and policy appeared to
correlate with the growth of the “war on drugs” in the 1970’s. Fejer and Smart (1974) were
among the first to study teacher attitudes and their knowledge of drugs. Their findings showed
that though the majority of teachers were non-permissive toward drug use, over half of the
sample (51.5%) answered that “it was hard to decide whether or not marijuana should be
legalized” and 14.5% responded that it should be legalized when answering marijuana-specific
questions (Fejer & Smart, 1974, p. 109). In addition to this, when asked about their knowledge of
drugs, only two participants were able to accurately answer all 15 questions, while 11 could not
answer any of the questions correctly (Fejer & Smart, 1974). Wong and Zimmerman (1974) also
examined teachers’ knowledge of drugs by measuring their views of various substances before
and after taking a ‘social seminar’ course that provided only factual information about each drug.
The researchers found that the information gained from the course led to changes in the teachers’
attitudes toward the substances depicted (Wong & Zimmermann, 1974).
Following the ‘social seminar’ drug course, the teachers identified that soft drugs were
less harmful to themselves and others than initially perceived (Wong & Zimmermann, 1974).
While the dangers of hard drugs remained significant, several educators identified themselves as
being more likely to try marijuana and/or hallucinogens as a direct result of the factual drug
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seminar (Wong & Zimmermann, 1974). When examining university professors’ attitudes
specifically toward marijuana and marijuana legalization, Paul (1977) discovered that 44.3%
favored legalization, though only 4.7% admitted to personal marijuana use; however, another
study conducted a few years prior found that 22% of university staff answered that they used
marijuana (Calhoun, 1974). The variance between the two studies may have resulted from
differences in location and/or inclusion of faculty other than professors. Paul (1977) included
that much of the support from professors stemmed from the idea that marijuana was similar to
alcohol in its psychoactive effects, so since alcohol was legal for adults, marijuana should have
also been legalized (Paul, 1977). As this research examined faculty attitudes before much of the
recent liberalized marijuana legislation, the findings would not represent faculty perceptions
toward marijuana today. While recent research exists focusing on student attitudes toward
marijuana laws, research focusing on faculty attitudes in lacking, which suggests the need to
explore current attitudes from professors and faculty members.
More recent literature has found that when examining nursing faculty attitudes toward
substance abuse, the majority of faculty held the belief that substance misuse was a disease
(81%), while 61% also believed that use was a learned behavior (Eliason & Gerken, 1999). The
most commonly used drug by nursing faculty was marijuana, in which only 39% of the sample
had reported using it, with only 8% having used in the year prior to the study (Eliason & Gerken,
1999). Research by Broadus and colleagues (2010) found that a majority of addiction educators
believed substance abuse to be a coping mechanism among users, yet 85.6% of the faculty
agreed that those battling with addiction should not be viewed as at fault of their use. This study,
however, found that less than 20% of addiction educators viewed substance abuse as a disease
(Broadus et al., 2010). One study conducted by Lear and colleagues (2014) found that faculty
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and staff tended to be more conservative with their alcohol use and attitudes toward the
substance when compared with student use and attitudes, which may be applicable toward other
substances if further researched. Lusk and Paul (2017) found that when examining rehabilitation
professionals’ attitudes toward marijuana, over 50% of participants believed medicinal marijuana
should be legalized, while 40.5% supported decriminalization of its use; however, 74.3% of
participants also believed that marijuana was an addictive substance.

CHAPTER III
22

CURRENT STUDY

As noted, a number of previous studies have examined attitudes toward drug policy and
drug use. While a number of these studies have focused on university student attitudes, there is a
lack of literature that specifically focuses on university employees. Thus, the current study adds
to the paucity of research examining faculty and staff attitudes toward drug policy and drug use,
in particular marijuana (Paul, 1977). Since similar research on the topic is outdated, there is a
need to update this literature as past findings from the 1970s are no longer generalizable to
modern attitudes due to the changing laws and public opinions regarding marijuana. As noted,
older studies indicate mixed attitudes toward marijuana use and policy among faculty (Fejer &
Smart, 1974; Paul, 1977; Wong & Zimmermann, 1974). Support for marijuana legalization has
increased over the past several years, so it is important to measure current attitudes toward
marijuana following changes in legislation (Subbaraman & Kerr, 2016). Due to the lack of
current research measuring attitudes toward marijuana and marijuana policy, specifically among
faculty and staff, the current study focuses on the following research questions:

1. Do university faculty and staff differ in attitudes toward marijuana use and policy?
2. Do differences in attitudes toward marijuana use and policy exist among individuals

based on demographics?
3. Does religiosity affect attitudes toward marijuana use and policy?
4. Does frequency of alcohol use affect attitudes toward marijuana use and policy?
5. Does prior drug use affect attitudes toward marijuana use and policy?
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CHAPTER IV
METHODOLOGY

Data and Sample
Self-reported data was obtained through Survey Monkey, a secure online survey
mechanism, from February 29, 2013 until April 15, 2013. The surveys were distributed to
university employees at a mid-size southern university to gain insight into university faculty and
staff attitudes toward the current US drug policy. Faculty and staff were sent an initial
recruitment email through the university listserv, which invited their voluntary participation in
the study. The recruitment email described the study and its purpose, guaranteed confidentiality
to participants, and provided a hyperlink to access the study. A month following the initial
recruitment email, a follow-up reminder was sent out to the sample population, and data
continued to be collected until a large enough sample size of surveys was obtained. Those who
chose to participate in the study were linked to a 56-item survey, which asked questions in
relation to basic demographic, experiential, and behavioral information and attitudes regarding
drug use and policy. The sampled population consisted of full-time faculty and staff who worked
at the university, received emails through the university listserv, and were at least 18 years of age
or older in compliance with the standards established by the Institutional Review Board. The
overall response rate of university employees was 21.2% (n = 224); however, 24 cases were
excluded from the analysis due to missing data. Although the response rate may appear low, this
is common for social science research as it often addresses sensitive issues (Tourangeau, Rips, &
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Rasinski, 2000) such as past drug use, and more recent literature has found that smaller samples
do not necessarily produce the sampling bias as once perceived (Massey & Tourangeau, 2013).

Dependent Variables
Two dependent variables were constructed for this study based on questions used in
previous studies examining student perceptions by Garland and Bumphus (2012) and Garland
and colleagues (2012). Using questions on perceptions toward marijuana, two attitudinal scales
were constructed as dependent variables for the current study: attitudes toward alternative
marijuana policies and the dangerousness of marijuana. The first dependent variable, alternative
marijuana policy attitudes, consisted of faculty and staff responses on a 4-point Likert scale (1 =
strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree) to three statements: “medical
marijuana should remain illegal,” “marijuana should not be legalized,” and “there is no scientific
evidence that marijuana has legitimate uses.” Originally, the second statement measured
responses to “marijuana should be legalized;” however, this was recoded for the purpose of
measuring alternative marijuana attitudes so that higher scores indicated more punitive views
toward marijuana (Cronbach’s α = .699). Of the participant responses, the majority reported
having less punitive views toward alternatives to the current marijuana policy. Only 25.8% of the
sample agreed that medical marijuana should remain illegal, with a mean score of 1.97 (x̄ = 1.97;
s = .95), while 45.5% agreed that marijuana should not be legalized (x̄ = 2.14; s = .98), and 9.6%
agreed that there is no scientific evidence to support its use (x̄ = 1.80; s = .66). The average lower
scores indicated less punitive views toward marijuana policy; however, since each question had
standard deviations of close to 1, there was high variability among responses.
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The second scale, marijuana dangerousness, reflected participants’ perceptions of the
risks of using marijuana. Consisting of faculty and staff responses on a 4-point Likert scale, this
variable combined three Likert scale items (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 =
strongly agree) based on faculty and staff responses. This scale included responses to the
statements, “marijuana is a dangerous drug,” “marijuana is a physically addictive drug,” and
“marijuana users are more likely to commit violent acts than non-marijuana users” (Cronbach’s α
= .761) When measuring responses to these statements, 34% agreed that marijuana is a
dangerous drug (x̄ = 2.12; s = .87), 49% agreed that it is physically addictive (x̄ = 2.45; s = .87),
and only 8.8% agreed that marijuana users are more likely to commit violent acts (x̄ = 1.77; s =
.67). Similar to the alternative marijuana policy attitudes scale, the statements on the marijuana
dangerousness scale also resulted in large standard deviations, which could be due to outliers in
the sample. Both scaled variables ranged from scores of 3 to 12, with higher scores indicating
that participants agreed more strongly with each of the statements, which represented more
punitive views toward marijuana.

Independent Variables
While a number of variables were included in the overall study, this analysis utilized
select demographic, experiential, and behavioral factors to examine their effects on the
dependent variables. Specifically, for this analysis, the independent variables age, sex, race,
faculty/staff classification, education, religiosity, attendance of religious services, frequency of
alcohol consumption, and the prior use of illegal drugs were examined (see Table 1). Age was
measured in years as a continuous variable. Sex as determined by the biological
conceptualization was coded as a dichotomous variable (0 = male and 1 = female). Although the
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variable for race was initially operationalized to include race and ethnicity categories (e.g.,
white, black, Hispanic, and other), race was recoded as a dichotomous variable (0 = white and 1
= nonwhite) due to the low representation of nonwhite participants across categories.
Approximately 88% of the respondents indicated that they were white, while under 12% of the
sample included individuals who self-identified as minority: Black (6.1%), Hispanic (0.5%), and
Other (5.1%). Additionally, participants were asked to indicate whether they were employed as
university faculty or staff (0 = faculty and 1 = staff) and the highest level of education they had
received (high school/GED = 1, Bachelor’s = 2, Master’s = 3, Doctorate = 4).
As Christianity is overwhelmingly the primary religion in the south, this study examined
whether participants were religious or not rather than examining religious affiliation. Frequency
of attendance at religious institutions was also included to measure religiosity. To account for
religiosity, respondents identified whether they viewed themselves as religious (0 = no, 1 = yes).
To expand on this variable, participants were also asked how often they attended religious
services (1 = frequently, 2 = sometimes, 3 = rarely, 4 = never). When measuring the frequency of
alcohol consumption, participants were asked to indicate their levels of consumption of a 4-point
Likert scale (1 = frequently, 2 = sometimes, 3 = rarely, 4 = never). Finally, participants were
asked whether or not they had ever used any illegal substances (0 = no, 1 = yes).

Characteristics of the Sample
As noted, of the 200 university employees included in the sample, the mean age of
participants was 45.5 years old (R = 21-74), and females compromised the majority (61.5%) of
the sample. The largest proportion of the sampled self-identified as white, while under 12% of
the sample included individuals who identified as a non-white. While demographic-level data
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was not available for all staff profiles, the sample was somewhat consistent with that of the
faculty profiles. University demographics indicated that the majority of those working as a fulltime instructor were white (84.6%) and male (54.6%). Race/ethnicity were representative of the
university profile for full-time faculty members; however, the number of women included in the
sample were slightly overrepresented as illustrated by the university’s online fact summary sheet.
Faculty were also overrepresented within the sample of total university employees.
Of the respondents surveyed, 106 identified as faculty (53.0%) and 94 identified as staff
(47.0%). All participants had a minimum education of a high school diploma or GED. The
majority of participants’ highest level of education obtained was a Doctorate degree (37.0%),
followed by a Master’s (33.5%), then a Bachelor’s (21.5%). A majority of faculty and staff
identified as being religious (62.5%), with the largest proportion also reported “frequently”
attending religious services (41.6%), followed by rarely (24.4%), sometimes (15.2%), then never
(18.8%). The majority of respondents indicated that they “sometimes” consumed alcohol
(41.7%), followed by rarely (23.6%), frequently (18.6%), and never (16.1%). A greater
proportion of respondents answered they had not used illegal drugs (57.1%) than those who selfreported using illegal drugs in the past (42.9%). Out of the total survey responses, 42% of
participants indicated to have used marijuana, followed by cocaine (14.5%), LSD/acid (13%),
psilocybin mushrooms (11%), ecstasy (6%), opium (6%), methamphetamine (2%), steroids
(1%), heroin (1%), crack (0.5%), and PCP (0.5%). Fifteen respondents (7.5%) also stated to have
used another unlisted drug.
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CHAPTER V
RESULTS

Analytic Strategy
For the current study, this analysis was conducted in stages to address variables that
influenced marijuana attitudes among university employees. Using SPSS, univariate, bivariate,
and multivariate data were examined. First, univariate statistics were used to explore the
frequencies, descriptives, and distribution of variables (see Table 1). Bivariate analyses were
implemented to examine the relationship between each of the independent variables and the
dependent variables. Specifically, independent samples t-tests and correlations were performed
to account for both nominal and interval-level variables. Finally, multivariate ordinary least
squares regressions (OLS) were conducted to examine the relationship between the independent
variables and each dependent variable. OLS regression was utilized because the outcomes for the
current study are all continuous.

Bivariate Analysis
Independent samples t-tests and correlations were performed to account for both
dichotomous and independent variables. Since many of the independent variables were nominal
and both the dependent variables were continuous, the independent t-test was the best fit for
comparing sex, race, employee classification, religiosity, and use of illegal drugs with scores on
the alternative marijuana attitudes and marijuana danger scales (see Table 2). Bivariate analysis
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using t-tests indicate the following variables were significantly associated with alternative
marijuana attitudes: classification, religiosity, and prior use of illegal drugs. In addition, race,
religiosity, and prior use of illegal drugs were significantly associated with values on the
marijuana danger scale. The data indicate that university staff, on average, had significantly
higher scores on the alternative marijuana attitudinal scale (x̄ = 6.28) than faculty (x̄ = 5.57);
however, these scores were not significant on the marijuana dangerousness scale. Though not
significant on the alternative marijuana attitudinal scale, non-whites had significantly higher
scores on the marijuana dangerousness scale (x̄ = 7.23) than whites (x̄ = 6.21). Those who
viewed themselves as religious had significantly higher scores on both scales (x̄ = 6.41, 6.86)
than those who did not (x̄ = 5.07, 5.47). Furthermore, participants who had used illegal drugs in
the past had significantly lower scores on both scales (x̄ = 4.94, 5.39) than those who had not
used drugs (x̄ = 6.66, 7.09). Levene’s test for equality of variances for all t-tests do not differ
significantly, indicating the use of equal variances is appropriate.
To account for relationships with the ordinal and continuous independent variables,
Spearman’s Rho correlations were conducted for the bivariate analyses to measure the strength
of the associations between the ordinal/continuous independent and continuous dependent
variables (see Table 3), as t-tests can only be used when the independent variables are nominal
(Schmid & Schmidt, 2007). From the analyses, age, attendance of religious services, and
frequency of alcohol consumption had a statistically significant relationship with both dependent
variables (p < .05), alternative marijuana attitudes and marijuana dangerousness, while the
highest educational degree obtained was not significant in relation to either variable. The
findings display that age had a weak, positive relationship with both the alternative marijuana
attitudes (r = .244; p < .01) and marijuana dangerousness (r = .199; p < .01) scales, indicating
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that older university employees were more likely to have higher scores on both scales, which
demonstrates that older respondents were more likely to have more punitive views towards
marijuana use and perceive marijuana to be a dangerous drug. Attendance of religious services
was found to have a moderate, negative association with both scales (r = -.323, -.381; p < .001),
portraying that as attendance increased (frequent = 1), scores on the dependent variable scales
increased. Thus, participants with a greater frequency of religious attendance are more likely to
hold punitive attitudes towards marijuana. Specifically, they are not in favor of alternative
marijuana policies and perceive marijuana as a dangerous drug. Frequency of alcohol
consumption was coded similarly to religious services attendance, in which lower values
indicated more frequent alcohol consumption. This variable had a weak, positive association
with both dependent scales (r = .230, .169), in which frequency of alcohol consumption had
greater significance with the alternative marijuana attitudes scale (p < .01) than the marijuana
dangerousness scale (p < .05), indicates that participants who consumed alcohol less frequently
were more punitive in their views toward marijuana policy, as well as their perceived
dangerousness of marijuana use.

Multivariate Analysis
Multivariate Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression was utilized to examine the
association with demographic, experiential, and behavioral factors while holding constant the
effects of the other variables in the study. As noted in Table 5, controlling for other variables, the
variables that were significantly related to the perceptions on the alternative marijuana policy
attitudes scale were age, faculty/staff classification, frequency of alcohol consumption, and the
previous use of illegal drugs when holding all else constant. Data indicate for every standard
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deviation increase in age, attitudinal measures increased by .21 standard deviations. Thus, older
participants had more negative attitudes toward marijuana and were more likely to support
prohibitive marijuana policies (p < .01). Staff had attitudinal measures approximately .223
standard deviations higher than faculty (p < .05), indicating that staff had more punitive attitudes
toward marijuana than faculty and were less likely to support alternative marijuana policies.
Additionally, two experiential variables were found to be significant. For every standard
deviation increase on the alcohol consumption scale (indicating less frequent consumption),
attitudinal scores increased by .135 standard deviations (p < .05). This indicates that more
frequent alcohol consumption was associated with less punitive attitudes toward marijuana and a
greater acceptance of alternative marijuana policies. Meanwhile, participants who had not used
illegal drugs, on average, had attitudinal measures of .318 standard deviations higher than those
who had used illegal drugs (p < .001), showing individuals who had prior drug use held much
less punitive attitudes. The model was found to be significant, and approximately 33.3% of the
variance in scores on the alternative marijuana attitudes scale can be explained by the variables
included in this table (F = 9.879; p < .001).
When looking at the marijuana danger scale, age, attendance of religious services, and
use of illegal drugs were significantly related to the values on the attitudinal scale. Data indicate
that for every standard deviation increase in age, scores on the marijuana danger scale increased
by .139 standard deviations (p < .05). Similar to the findings in Model 1, older participants
viewed marijuana as a more dangerous substance. For every standard deviation increase on the
religious services attendance scale (indicating less frequent attendance), scores on the marijuana
danger scale decreased (p < .05), showing that individuals who frequently attend religious
services viewed marijuana as having more dangerous properties than individuals who attended
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services less often or not at all. In addition to this, participants who had used illegal drugs, on
average, had attitudinal measures of .323 standard deviations less than those who had not used
illegal drugs (p < .001), which again displays that prior drug use indicated significantly lower
perceptions of the danger of marijuana use. Approximately 29.9% of the variation in scores on
the marijuana danger scale can be explained by the variables included in this table. As indicated,
the model was found to be significant and a good fit for the data (F = 8.072; p < .001).
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Table I
Characteristics of the Sample (n = 200)

Sex
Male
Female
Race/Ethnicity
White
Black
Hispanic
Other
Classification
Faculty
Staff
Highest Level of Education
HS/GED
Bachelor’s
Master’s
Doctorate
Religious
No
Yes
Religious Services Attendance
Frequently
Sometimes
Rarely
Never
Frequency of Alcohol Consumption
Frequently
Sometimes
Rarely
Never
Illegal Drug Use
No
Yes
Age
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n

%

x̅

s

77
123

38.5
61.5

---

---

175
12
1
10

88.4
6.1
0.5
5.1

-----

-----

106
94

53.0
47.0

---

---

16
43
67
74

8.0
21.5
33.5
37.0

-----

-----

75
125

37.5
62.5

---

---

82
30
48
37

41.6
15.2
24.4
18.8

-----

-----

37
83
47
32

18.6
41.7
23.6
16.1

-----

-----

113
85
--

57.1
42.9
--

--45.5

--.90

Table II
T-Test Comparison of Scores for Categorical Independent Variables
x̅
Alternative Marijuana Attitudes
Sex
Male
Female
Race/Ethnicity
White
Non-White
Classification
Faculty
Staff
Religiosity
No
Yes
Illegal Drugs
No
Yes
Marijuana Dangerousness
Sex
Male
Female
Race/Ethnicity
White
Non-White
Classification
Faculty
Staff
Religiosity
No
Yes
Illegal Drugs
No
Yes
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001

s

t
-1.39

5.64
6.07

2.09
2.06

5.78
6.65

2.01
2.42

5.57
6.28

2.02
2.08

5.07
6.41

1.80
2.08

-1.90

-2.43*

-4.61***

6.22***
6.66
4.94

1.98
1.81
-0.86

6.18
6.44

2.25
1.83

6.21
7.23

1.97
2.00

-2.28*

-1.50
6.14
6.57

1.84
2.15

5.47
6.86

1.72
1.98

-4.86***

6.29***
7.09
5.39
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1.94
1.68

Table III
Spearman’s Rho Correlations for Ordinal/Continuous Independent Variables
with Alternative Marijuana Attitudes
Variable
X1
Age
X2
Highest Level of Education

X1

X2

X3

.192**

X3

Religious Services Attendance

-.224**

.074

X4

Frequency of Alcohol Consumption

.117

-.088

-.027

.244**

-.071

-.323***

Y1

Alternative Marijuana Attitudes
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001

X4

.230**

Table IV
Spearman’s Rho Correlations for Ordinal/Continuous Variables
with Marijuana Dangerousness
Variable
X1
Age
X2
Highest Level of Education

X1

X2

X3

.192**

X3

Religious Services Attendance

-.224**

X4

Frequency of Alcohol Consumption

.117

-.088

-.027

.199**

-.028

-.381***

Y1

Marijuana Dangerousness
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001

X4
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.074

.169*

Table V
Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) Regression for Association Among
Independent and Dependent Variables
β
Alternative Marijuana Attitudes
Age
Sex (Female = 1)
Race/Ethnicity (Non-White = 1)
Classification (Staff = 1)
Highest Level of Education (High School/GED = 1)
Religious (Yes = 1)
Religious Services Attendance (Frequently = 1)
Frequency of Alcohol Consumption (Frequently = 1)
Illegal Drug Use (Yes = 1)
R2
F
Marijuana Dangerousness
Age
Sex (Female = 1)
Race/Ethnicity (Non-White = 1)
Classification (Staff = 1)
Highest Level of Education (High School/GED = 1)
Religious (Yes = 1)
Religious Services Attendance (Frequently = 1)
Frequency of Alcohol Consumption (Frequently = 1)
Illegal Drug Use (Yes = 1)
R2
F
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001
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.210**
.051
.038
.223*
.059
.053
-.140
.135*
-.318***
.333
9.879***
.139*
.004
.065
.143
.052
.064
-.195*
.068
-.323***
.299
8.072***

CHAPTER VI
DISCUSSION

The current analysis examined attitudes toward marijuana use and marijuana policy
among faculty and staff from a southern university to explore current views in relation to
changing drug policies. Though attitudinal studies focusing on marijuana and policy exist, much
of the extant literature focusing on university attitudes has centered around students. While
several studies have focused on student attitudes toward drugs and drug use (Agrawal et al.,
2010; Farnworth et al., 1998; Garland & Bumphus, 2012; Garland et al., 2012; Hoffmann et al.,
2000), research has overall ignored university faculty and staff attitudes, and the studies that do
exist are outdated and no longer applicable (Fejer & Smart, 1974; Paul, 1977; Wong &
Zimmermann, 1974). As research has indicated that college students tend to have less punitive
attitudes toward drug policy than the general public, the sample from faculty and staff allowed
for possible differences in statistical findings to be measured (Garland et al., 2012; Lane, 1997).
Since the age of participants ranged from 21 to 74, the current study was better able to depict the
association between age and marijuana use/policy attitudes than studies that have focused on
college-aged students since the highest levels of support for marijuana legalization were found
among 18-34 year-olds (Gallup, 2015). Consistent with previous research, age had a significant
relationship with attitudes toward marijuana use and policy, as older participants were found to
hold more punitive views toward marijuana policy, as well as perceive marijuana as a more
dangerous substance than younger participants (Novak et al., 2002; Schauer et al., 2020).
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However, the current study identified differences in findings from prior research regarding
additional demographic and experiential variables.
The current study differed from prior research in findings related to educational
attainment, gender, and race. Interestingly, the current study indicated no significant
relationships between education and attitudes toward marijuana policy. This is seemingly
contradictory to prior findings, which have suggested that higher educational attainment was
associated with less punitive attitudes toward criminal justice policy (Lane, 1997; Mackey &
Courtright, 2000). Previous studies have shown that having at least a Bachelor’s degree was
significant in support for marijuana legalization (Subbaraman & Kerr, 2016). Since the majority
of participants within this study had received a college education, this finding could suggest that
the liberalizing effect is limited following primary degree attainment. Although this research was
unable to determine the effect of postgraduate education on support for legalization, recent
findings from the PEW Research Center (2016) have indicated that adults who have received
higher educational attainment have also been found to hold significantly more liberal ideologies
than those with less education. As there is a lack of research which focuses on attitudes toward
drug policy among individuals with postgraduate-level educational attainment future research is
needed to identify if increased college education is significant when examining attitudes toward
criminal justice policies.

Although the study found no significant relationships between educational attainment and
attitudes toward marijuana use and policy, university staff were found to have significantly more
punitive attitudes than faculty on the alternative marijuana attitudes scale. As staff classification
included several university positions, such as administrative and management, this association
was interesting due to the varying backgrounds among staff. This significant finding could in
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part be relative to the skewed effect from the small number of university staff who had not
received a college degree. Moreover, additional demographic and experiential variables could
help to explain these differences if examined further. Additional research should be conducted to
determine the differences in faculty and staff attitudes toward marijuana.
While previous research has indicated that marijuana use is viewed as less of a threat to
danger among males than females, the current study found no significant differences when
looking at sex (Denham, 2019; Novak et al., 2002). The findings of this study indicate that
attitudes toward marijuana and perceived dangerousness of marijuana use were not significantly
associated with being male or female. Also contrasting previous research, the current study only
found race/ethnicity to be significant when focusing on the perceived dangers of marijuana use at
the bivariate level. Once the analysis controlled for other variables, race was found to not have a
significant association with the perceived dangerousness of marijuana use. Although research has
indicated in the past that whites have typically held more punitive views than blacks toward drug
polies, the current findings support more recent research, which has indicated that support for
legalization has increased among both whites and non-whites. Consistent with recent findings,
the literature indicates that there is no longer a significant racial divide in public opinion
regarding marijuana legislation (Denham, 2019; D. Johnson, 2008; Tate, 2014). Thus, race may
no longer matter in terms of attitudes toward marijuana. Interestingly, Garland and Bumphus

(2012) found that racial bias had a significant relationship with attitudes toward drug policy.
These findings have indicated that racial bias, rather than race, were indicative of punitive
attitudes toward drug policy (Garland & Bumphus, 2012). As discussed by Garland and
Bumphus (2012), further analysis of racial biases in relation to attitudes toward drug use and
policy are needed to provide more comprehensive understandings of these variables.
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When focusing on experiential factors, the current study found similarities with previous
research in that religiosity and attendance of religious services were associated with attitudes
toward marijuana use and policy (Abbott et al., 2019). Similar to the prior research, the analyses
indicated that participants who attended religious services more frequently had more punitive
views toward marijuana (Abbott et al., 2019; Garland et al., 2012; Lambert et al., 2006). This
would align with support that conservatives have more punitive views toward marijuana, which
has also been identified in recent research (Resko et al., 2019). In addition to these similarities,
the current findings correspond with those from prior studies, which have indicated a relationship
between prior drug use and attitudes toward drug policy (Garland & Bumphus, 2012; Garland et
al., 2012; Linn et al., 1989; Trevino & Richard, 2002). From the current study, a much higher
proportion of participants answered that they had used marijuana at least once (42.0%) when
compared to prior studies of university faculty and staff (Calhoun, 1974; Paul, 1977). As drug
policy has become more accepting of marijuana over the past several years following the “war
on drugs,” this may signify less punitive attitudes toward marijuana use and perceptions of
dangerousness (Resko et al., 2019). Since research has depicted that increased exposure to
marijuana leads to decreased perceptions of harm, individuals who have used marijuana before
tend to view its use as less dangerous than others (Novak et al., 2002). The current study
supported this, as participants who claimed they had used marijuana at least once had

significantly lower scores on the marijuana dangerousness scale than those who had not used
marijuana before. Frequency of alcohol consumption was also found to have a significant
relationship with the perceived dangerousness of marijuana, in which increased alcohol
consumption was indicative of lower perceptions of danger from marijuana use. These findings
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were similar to those of prior research, as they display how increased exposure to or use of
alcohol and other substances decreased perceptions that marijuana is a dangerous substance.

Limitations
Although the study introduced several important findings on attitudes toward marijuana
policy and use among university employees, the research is not without limitations. The study
utilized a cross-sectional research method to obtain information from participants. Due to the use
of cross-sectional methods, the current study is unable to determine whether any causal
relationships existed among the variables (Field, 2018). Further, the study utilized convenience
rather than random sampling and relied on voluntary participation from a single southern
university (Taherdoost, 2016). While consistent with changing trends, the data’s major limitation
is that it was collected during 2013 and cannot reflect the changing legislation over the past
several years. Since research has indicated that the legalization of marijuana has impacted
perceptions of dangerousness and attitudes toward policy in those states, the findings from a
midsize southern university, in which the state has not yet decriminalized nor legalized
marijuana in any form, would not be generalizable to areas with less punitive legislation
(Brooks-Russell et al., 2019; Subbaraman & Kerr, 2016). As a result, the study cannot be
generalized to all populations including faculty/staff employed at other universities. These
limitations highlight the importance of replication of this study.

Implications
Findings from the current study indicate that a majority of study participants did not hold
punitive attitudes toward marijuana use and policy. Although staff held more punitive attitudes
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regarding alternative marijuana policies, the majority of the sample were not punitive in their
beliefs. While the study supported many previous findings in regard to the relationship between
age, religiosity, and prior substance use with attitudes toward marijuana, the current findings
indicate that race and education may be more complex in their association with attitudes toward
drug policies. Since marijuana policies are ever changing and new legislation is being proposed,
additional research and replication is suggested (Abbott et al., 2019; Garland & Bumphus, 2012;
Garland et al., 2012; Novak et al., 2002). Although race has historically proven to matter,
especially when addressing criminal justice policies, the data is consistent with recent studies
supporting that both white and black populations do not hold punitive attitudes toward marijuana
policies. Racial bias rather than race may be more influential on continued support for punitive
policies (Garland & Bumphus, 2012).
As the sample only included faculty and staff residing in a single state, which still
maintains conservative marijuana-related policies, these findings may also be indicative of
increased support from university employees on a more widespread scale if replicated. Research
has indicated that college students have increased exposure to marijuana and hold less punitive
attitudes toward marijuana policy than the general public. Perhaps, the exposure to marijuana
itself along with discussions of drug policy research from faculty members may have contributed
to these less punitive attitudes (Garland et al., 2012; Palali & van Ours, 2017; Resko et al.,
2019). As university employees, especially faculty, are more educated and involved in research
than the general population and even many policymakers, this may influence their understanding
of the effects of the “war on drugs” and current drug policies resulting in less punitive attitudes
toward drug policy. Exposure to and discussions of empirical research findings regarding drug
use and policy may be important factors in understanding attitudes from university faculty and
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staff. This may suggest that knowledge of the impacts of drug policy could be indicative of
support for legalization.
Although the extant literature has noted that a college education significantly influences
attitudes toward drug policy, there has been a lack of discussion of the relationship between
attitudes and postgraduate educational attainment beyond the Bachelor’s degree (Beltz, Mosher,
& Schwartz, 2020; Subbaraman & Kerr, 2016). While findings from the current study did not
find significant relationships between educational attainment and attitudes toward marijuana use
and policy, additional studies focusing on university faculty and staff are encouraged.
Specifically, since the current study focused on a sample in which the majority of participants
had received a Bachelor’s degree or higher, this could denote a relationship between having
received a college education and attitudes toward drug policy. Current findings may suggest that
education may be significantly associated with attitudes toward marijuana use and policy, but
perhaps this association levels off and becomes less significant after receiving an initial college
degree. As the study found that staff indicated significantly more punitive views on the
alternative marijuana attitudes toward policy, further research may need to examine attitudinal
differences between faculty and staff while measuring variation in educational attainment
between groups and other demographic and experiential variables. Additional studies may also
help determine if continual changes in marijuana policies also impact attitudes toward marijuana
among university employees. Findings from the current study indicate the need for expansion on
current research regarding attitudes toward marijuana use and policy among university
populations.
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